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P o s t -P r i n t Guantanamo, Abu Ghraib, and the execution of the French prisoners. Perhaps the most startling way in which Henry V is in operation in this conflict can be witnessed in the way in which large sections of the media reach quickly for the 'Irish' parallel, comparing the 'Islamic terrorists' to the 'Irish Republicans' of the past few decades.
Macmorris is raising his head again: and Henry V's uneasy strategy of incorporation is again promoted as the preferred mode of dealing with a perceived cultural threat. 
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P o s t -P r i n t the credible leader of a movement for an independent Catholic Ireland' is perhaps a little enthusiastic in its terminology, but certainly suggests a nascent Irish nation developing (imaginatively, of course) in the period (152).
The question as to how far this violence is re-enacted on stage has focused almost exclusively on the execution of the French prisoners (most of the violence of war, as the chorus argues, is barely representable on an Elizabethan stage). 3 For Joel Altman, the execution of the French prisoners must be staged, as it is of a piece with the play's celebration of its protagonist: 'the visual amplification is performed not in the service of critique but rather to gratify the passion for violence that has already been deflected from the King and aches to be released in foreign quarrels' (30). What is significant in Altman's reading of the violence of the play is the critic's exact focus on the ritual qualities of the text, and in particular the way in which the language of sacrifice is evoked to excuse the act of violence. Altman is aware that the 'embracing ritual gesture' of the play is both 'sacramental and … poetic' (16). By sacramental he largely means eucharistic, although the theology of sacrifice in this play is particularly problematic; as Altman argues, 'if Harry thus becomes, both for his troops and Shakespeare's audience, the chief participant in a national sacrificial ritual, the French become the host they feast upon ' (29) . But the host, of course, is the most important part of the ritual; in ingesting the host, one ingests Christ, whether 'Really' (theologically speaking) or metaphorically. In ascribing the role of sacrificial victim to the conquered peoples, the play seems insecure about the theology of sacrifice which it invokes. This insecurity is apparent throughout; as Janet Spencer has noted, this is particularly telling in regard to the text's rewriting of its sources, and of its theology of monarchy. In Shakespeare's sources, the object stolen by Henry's soldiers is a 'pyx'; Henry V's Bardolph, however, steals a 'pax'. As Spencer observes, The substitution of the pax, an object designed to represent the historical event of the crucifixion of Christ rather than to contain his body, may register a demystification not only of the sacrament but also of the theological underpinnings of the king's two bodies. (173) 4 P o s t -P r i n t That is to say, the loss of sacramental certainty registered in the text affects not only theological understandings of Christ's body; it also draws attention to the problems associated in imagining and representing monarchical bodies.
However, not only must the body of the king be problematically present in this play, drawing attention both to the limits of incarnational theology and dramatic representation; so too the body of the enemy must be problematically absent. The execution of the prisoners, if staged, may represent an attempt to bring that body to the fore, to stage a display of the violated and dismembered body of the conquered. 4 But it cannot fail to highlight that the bodies of conquered Irish soldiers, the mythic bodies to which the corporeal bodies of the French refer, are absent from the stage.
Altman has argued that London audiences harboured a 'deep-seated hostility toward Regardless, then, of whether Gurr or Bednarz is correct, the 1599 Henry V remains a text deeply implicated in the strategies of colonial violence undertaken by the Elizabethans in Ireland. Janet Spencer has argued that 'despite the European pursuit of territory throughout the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, the morality of conquest could not simply be assumed ' (161) . Arguing that 'the requirements of a just war were carefully articulated in multiple sources', Spencer goes on to argue that 7 P o s t -P r i n t 'whether a conquest was ultimately designated a just war of recovery or an unjust act of expansionism boiled down to the issue of legitimate title to the territory in question, an issue decided in practice more often by the outcome of the conflict than by any other criteria' (162). So, although Canterbury's obfuscatory speech outlining the grounds for war (not present in Q) may suggest, via its failure to present a concise and convincing argument, that the conquest of Ireland is an act of colonial expansion, nevertheless the play's confident prediction of an Elizabethan victory in Ireland clearly suggests its propagandistic purpose. It is, perhaps, this characteristic duality of the text -it is both propagandistic and interrogative -which can explain its appeal to commentators describing the current 'wars' on terror and in Iraq. In Bangladesh we were stopped from taking our audience outside in Henry V as the authorities felt that the play might ignite a crowd already on the edge of riot. The two major political parties were at loggerheads and many of their respective supporters had taken to the streets. On the last night a gun battle erupted between the university and government house, trapping us in the theatre, which stood in the middle. The next day, heavily guarded, we were ushered to the airport and away ('Guns and Roses'). 6 Hoggart is confused here, of course: a battalion is commanded by a lieutenant-colonel, while a sublieutenant is a naval rank.
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P o s t -P r i n t
The rhetoric is reminiscent of that used to describe Shakespeare's Henry as a national hero. Constructing a politician in militaristic terms, the piece gives credence to the Blair-Bush project for Iraq just as the 1599 Henry V may be seen to support the Elizabethan strategy in Ireland. Indeed, for Hoggart, 'at the end he kicked into Henry V at Harfleur mode' ('PM Goes Over the Top').
Within a matter of days, the war had begun, and the Henry V parallel was widely employed once more, this time to describe neither Bush nor Blair, but bundled off Martin Amis for, say, daring to mention Bloody Sunday' (13). While the scale of the violence is clearly not comparable, Gerard clearly overlooks the fact that the killing of civilians in Derry/Londonderry is not a settled 'fact' of history, but continues to be the site of struggle over the ownership of political memory, and that 15 P o s t -P r i n t questions of culpability remain very much alive. Nevertheless, warming to the 'Irish' metaphor, the columnist moves on to examine Islamic terrorism:
In extreme cases, Islamicists trade on Western self-abasement. So in Britain last week it was claimed a terrorist suspect took refuge in a mosque. Police refused to enter for 'cultural reasons'. Would they have been so polite if an IRA suspect had been holed up in a Catholic church? (13) Despite the title of the piece -'We must never forget Turkey's "first solution" -this type of writing, which has become a frequent occurrence over the past few years, participates in precisely the same kind of 'communal amnesia that helps to produce and support the sense of nationhood' which Jonathan Baldo has traced in Shakespeare's Henry V (140). For in drawing convenient parallels between Islamic and Irish terrorism, British newspapers and media outlets continue to operate from an Anglocentric perspective, where the effect of 'terrorism' is privileged above the cause, and where the specifics of regional grievances are elided into a wider narrative of normalcy versus deviancy.
Even a more sensible piece, such as Martin Jacques' 15 February 2007 column for The Guardian, cannot resist making the same comparison. Arguing that political attacks on 'multiculturalism' are misguided, Jacques makes the point that 'deaths in the UK from Islamist terrorism have been far fewer than those perpetrated by the IRA' (31). Again, the implication is that there is an unidentified common denominator between Irish and Islamic terrorism which, by virtue of never being spelled out explicitly, constructs both practices as indistinct. In Henry V, the threat of violent regional uprisings is ideologically contained by a strategy of incorporation,
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P o s t -P r i n t bringing representative captains within the fold of 'Britishness'. 8 Jacques suggests that a similar rhetoric of 'integration' is also being used in contemporary Britain: 'The argument typically starts from the global terrorist threat and ends up by suggesting the Muslim community nurtures and sustains such a terrorist mentality by its failure to integrate' (31). While clearly aware of the political uses to which such rhetoric is being employed, Jacques seems unable to fully escape its implications. While claiming that 'enshrined in the principle of multiculturalism is the idea that the white community does not insist on the assimilation of ethnic minorities but recognises the importance of pluralism', he nevertheless insists that 'none of this is to deny the importance of finding ways of integrating the Muslim community' (31). The tension here, of course, is in Jacques' distinction between assimilation and integration; the suggestion is that 'integration' can lead to heterogeneity, 'assimilation' only to homogeneity.
The distinction is clear enough theoretically, but rather less so practically. From time to time they would sally forth and attack villages and take recruits, who would then be led back to the camp to have their heads shaved before being indoctrinated and eventually initiated into the West Side Boys' group in a voodoo ceremony that was also supposed to bring protection from gun shots. On other occasions they would capture children as they played on the fringes of villages, using ruses such as the 'Monkey Jump Game', in which they would don monkey skins and masks to leap out of the bush, howling like apes (14).
The similarities with conventional colonial narratives are clear: in particular, Collins establishes a dialectic between the rational 'Western' narrator (himself), and the animalistic tendencies of the 'un-civilized' natives (here likened to 'monkeys and apes'). 9 Later Collins employs the same colonial gaze: 'There can be no doubting the psychological importance of dressing soldiers properly so that they feel equipped for whatever awaits them. Frankly I would have preferred to lead the men into Iraq in our European dress rather than looking like some ragged third-world army' (33).
There are, of course, attempts by Collins to display his 'Irishness': following a military tradition of naming foreign bases with familiar appellations from 'home,' 9 There is an irony here in the fact that 'apes' is one of the terms used to describe the native Irish in We introduced ourselves and I began by explaining that we had come to liberate Iraq and that I was disappointed to see the people destroying their own country. The chief spokesman responded by explaining that that it was the oil workers from the other village who had been doing all the damage and that they also despaired at the waste. It was just like the Ardoyne Road in Belfast, I thought. It's always the other side's fault (124).
Whether integrated or assimilated, the Anglocentric, colonial gaze is reproduced. 
